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first black mayor of Atlanta, a major Southern 
city and a symbol of both the Old South, and 
the New South. 

Mayor Jackson paved the way for African 
Americans who are interested in government 
and civic affairs and were willing to devote 
their time and effort to public service. He 
showed what could be achieved with intel-
ligence and fairness and hard work. And in 
doing so he provided both hope and oppor-
tunity to all Atlantans, white and black, while 
inspiring a whole generation of African Amer-
ican elected officials, including me. 

Maynard Jackson served as Mayor of At-
lanta from 1974 to 1982 and again from 1990 
to 1994. His three terms were distinguished by 
diversification and growth in Atlanta’s econ-
omy. He saw opportunity international trade 
before the ‘‘world economy’’ became a house-
hold name. He encouraged foreign govern-
ments to open new consulates and foreign 
companies to open trade offices, and Atlanta’s 
imports and exports increased accordingly. 

The result of Maynard Jackson’s policies 
was record-setting new jobs creation, strong 
bond ratings, and the most successful non-
preference, non-quota affirmative action and 
equal opportunity programs in the nation. 

Maynard Jackson was also an innovator. He 
developed a successful neighborhood plan-
ning system and a city-wide comprehensive 
development plan. He also brokered major 
construction projects in housing and mass 
transit and instituted reform in city manage-
ment and organization and improved em-
ployee incentives—all of which led to in-
creased worker productivity. 

Especially noteworthy was Mayor Jackson’s 
leadership in the construction of Hartsfield At-
lanta International Airport, which was com-
pleted ahead of schedule and under budget. 

As a result, Maynard Jackson’s years of 
Mayoral service are widely respected and doc-
umented as times of unparalleled economic 
development, internationalism, public-private 
partnerships, racial harmony, and fiscal sta-
bility for Atlanta. Because of his leadership, 
Atlanta created more jobs in the 1990s than 
any other U.S. city—half a million since 1993. 

A report in Higher Education in America’s 
Metropolitan Areas identified the Atlanta re-
gion as a national leader in higher education, 
consistently ranking in the top 10 metro areas 
in key measures of higher education activity. 
The majority of students in the Atlanta region 
not only are pursuing higher education, they 
are completing it: Atlanta has the sixth highest 
number of degrees conferred at the Bachelor’s 
level and higher, due in large part to the en-
couragement and urging of Mayor Jackson. 

It is certainly fitting that he died on the same 
day that the U.S. Supreme Court upheld af-
firmative action. He demanded that African-
American firms get their fair share of govern-
ment contracts, including those awarded in the 
$1 billion expansion of Hartsfield International 
Airport. By the end of his first term, the per-
centage of city contracts going to minority-
owned firms had increased from 0.13 percent 
to 38.6 percent. 

Today, Atlanta is recognized as one of the 
nation’s most dynamic cities, a place where 
hope is alive and well and not dependent on 
skin pigmentation. 

Maynard Jackson has left his imprint so sol-
idly on American society—economically, edu-
cationally, creatively, and socially—that his 
service and tutelage will long be remembered 

and celebrated. He was an exemplary leader, 
a dedicated community servant, and a tireless 
advocate for economic and social justice. He 
literally helped change the world. He will be 
missed, but his spirit will live on in his extraor-
dinary legacy.
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Thursday, July 17, 2003

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, on Monday, 
July 14, 2003, I was unable to cast my floor 
vote on rollcall Nos. 354, 355, 356, 357, 358, 
and 359. The votes I missed include rollcall 
vote 354 on the Rehberg amendment; rollcall 
vote 355 on the Blumenauer amendment; roll-
call vote 356 on the Hefley amendment; roll-
call vote 357 on the Ackerman amendment; 
rollcall vote 358 on passage of the Agriculture 
Appropriations Act of 2004; and rollcall vote 
359 on the Motion to Instruct Conferees on 
the Medicare Prescription Drug and Mod-
ernization Act. 

Had I been present for the votes, I would 
have voted ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall votes 354, 355, 
357, and 359, and ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall votes 356 
and 358.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. DAVE WELDON 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 17, 2003

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
that the following be placed in the RECORD: 
During rollcall vote 367, the Hostettler amend-
ment to H.R. 1950, the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, my ‘‘aye’’ vote, in favor of the 
amendment, was not recorded. I would ask 
that the permanent record reflect my support 
for this amendment.
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THE HONEST MONEY ACT 

HON. RON PAUL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 17, 2003

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to introduce 
the Honest Money Act. The Honest Money Act 
repeals legal tender laws, a.k.a. forced tender 
laws, that compel American citizens to accept 
fiat—arbitrary—irredeemable paper-ticket or 
electronic money as their unit of account. 

Absent legal tender laws, individuals acting 
through the markets, rather than government 
dictates, determine what is to be used as 
money. Historically, the free-market choice for 
money has been some combination of gold 
and silver. As Dr. Edwin Vieira, the nation’s 
top expert on constitutional monetary policy 
says: ‘‘. . . a free market functions most effi-
ciently and most fairly when the market deter-
mines the quality and the quantity of money 
that’s being used.’’

While fiat money is widely accepted thanks 
to legal tender laws, it does not maintain its 
purchasing power. This works to the disadvan-

tage of ordinary people who lose the pur-
chasing power of their savings, pensions, an-
nuities, and other promises of future payment. 
Most importantly, because of the subsidies our 
present monetary system provides to banks, 
which, as Federal Reserve Chairman Alan 
Greenspan has stated, ‘‘induces’’ the financial 
system to increase leverage, the Federal Gov-
ernment can create additional money, in Mr. 
Greenspan’s words, ‘‘without limit.’’ For this 
reason, absent legal tender laws, many citi-
zens would refuse to accept fiat irredeemable 
paper-ticket or electronic money. 

Legal tender laws disadvantage ordinary 
citizens by forcing them to use money that is 
vulnerable to vast depreciation. As Stephen T. 
Byington wrote in the September 1895 issue 
of the American Federationist: ‘‘No legal ten-
der law is ever needed to make men take 
good money; its only use is to make them 
take bad money. Kick it out!’’ Similarly, the 
American Federation of Labor asked: If money 
is good and would be preferred by the people, 
then why are legal tender laws necessary? 
And, if money is not good and would not be 
preferred by the people, then why in a democ-
racy should they be forced to use it? 

The American Federation of Labor under-
stood how the erosion of the value of money 
cheated working people. Further, honest 
money, i.e., specie, was one of the three 
issues that encouraged ordinary people to or-
ganize into unions when the union movement 
began in the U.S. circa 1830. 

While harming ordinary citizens, legal tender 
laws help expand the scope of government 
beyond that to which it is authorized under the 
Constitution. However, the primary bene-
ficiaries of legal tender laws are financial insti-
tutions, especially banks, which have been im-
properly granted the special privilege of cre-
ating fiat irredeemable electronic money out of 
thin air through a process commonly called 
‘‘fractional reserve lending.’’ According to the 
Federal Reserve, since 1950, these private 
companies—banks—have created almost $8 
trillion out of nothing. This has been enor-
mously advantageous to them.

The advantages given banks and other fi-
nancial institutions by our fiat monetary sys-
tem, which is built on a foundation of legal 
tender laws, allow them to realize profits that 
would not be available to these institutions in 
a free market. This represents legalized plun-
der of ordinary people. Legal tender laws thus 
enable the redistribution of wealth from those 
who produce it, mostly ordinary working peo-
ple, to those who create and move around our 
irredeemable paper-ticket electronic money 
which is, in essence, just scrip. 

The drafters of the Constitution were well 
aware of how a government armed with legal 
tender powers could ravage the people’s lib-
erty and prosperity. That is why the Constitu-
tion does not grant legal tender power to the 
Federal Government, and the States are em-
powered to make legal tender only out of gold 
and silver (see Article 1, Section 10). Instead, 
Congress was given the power to regulate 
money against a standard, i.e., the dollar. 
When Alexander Hamilton wrote the Coinage 
Act of 1792, he simply made into law the mar-
ket-definition of a dollar as equaling the silver 
content of the Spanish milled dollar (371.25 
grains of silver), which is the dollar referred to 
in the Constitution. This historical definition of 
the dollar has never been changed, and can-
not be changed any more than the term 
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‘‘inch,’’ as a measure of length, can be 
changed. It is a gross misrepresentation to 
equate our irredeemable paper-ticket or elec-
tronic money to ‘‘dollars.’’

However, during the 20th century, the legal 
tender power enabled politicians to fool the 
public into believing the dollar no longer meant 
a unit redeemable in silver or gold. Instead, 
the government told the people that dollar now 
meant a piece of government-issued paper 
backed up by nothing except the promises of 
the government to maintain a stable value of 
currency. Of course, history shows that the 
word of the government to protect the value of 
the dollar is literally not worth the paper it is 
printed on. 

Tragically, the Supreme Court has failed to 
protect the American people from unconstitu-
tional legal tender laws. Salmon Chase, who 
served as Secretary of the Treasury in Presi-
dent Lincoln’s administration, when he was 
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, dissenting 
in Knox vs. Lee, summed up the argument 
against legal tender laws in twelve words: 
‘‘The legal tender quality [of money] is only 
valuable for the purposes of dishonesty.’’ [Em-
phasis added.] 

Another prescient Justice was Stephen 
Field, the only Justice to dissent in every legal 
tender case to come before the Court. Justice 
Field accurately described the dangers to our 
constitutional republic posed by legal tender 
laws: ‘‘The arguments in favor of the constitu-
tionality of legal tender paper currency tend di-
rectly to break down the barriers which sepa-
rate a government of limited powers from a 
government resting in the unrestrained will of 
Congress. Those limitations must be pre-
served, or our government will inevitably drift 
from the system established by our Fathers 
into a vast, centralized, and consolidated gov-
ernment.’’ A government with unrestrained 
powers is properly characterized as a tyranny. 

Repeal of legal tender laws will help restore 
constitutional government and protect the peo-
ple’s right to a medium of exchange chosen 
by the market, thereby protecting their current 
purchasing power as well as their pensions, 
savings, and other promises of future pay-
ment. Because honest money serves the 
needs of ordinary people, instead of fiat irre-
deemable paper-ticket electronic money that 
improperly transfers the wealth of society to a 
small specially privileged financial elite along 
with other special interests, I urge my col-
leagues to cosponsor the Honest Money Act.

f 

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT, FISCAL YEARS 2004 
AND 2005

SPEECH OF 

HON. WALLY HERGER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 15, 2003

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 1950) to authorize 
appropriations for the Department of State 
for the fiscal years 2004 and 2005, to authorize 
appropriations under the Arms Export Con-
trol Act and the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 for security assistance for fiscal years 
2004 and 2005, and for other purposes:

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman, concerning 
Rollcall Vote 108–364, On Agreeing to the 

Amendment of Representative RON PAUL of 
Texas to H.R. 1950, the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act of 2003: Although I was cor-
rectly recorded as voting against the passage 
of this amendment, which eventually failed by 
an overwhelming vote of 74 to 350, I would 
like the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD to reflect that 
my ‘‘No’’ vote was in error, and I would have 
liked to have voted ‘‘Aye’’ on this provision. 

Specifically, Representative PAUL’s amend-
ment would have prohibited funds authorized 
under H.R. 1950 to be used to pay any U.S. 
contribution to the United Nations or any affili-
ated agency of the United Nations. Like many, 
I firmly believe evidence of the need for a dra-
matic reevaluation of current U.N. policy is 
glaring. Over the years, the United States has 
been a host nation to the U.N., headquartered 
in New York City, and has contributed greatly 
to the funding for the organization, including 
the enormous cost to the American taxpayer 
of deploying our military on the numerous U.N. 
peacekeeping missions worldwide, amounting 
to roughly one-quarter of the peacekeeping 
expenses of the 191-member body. However, 
recent events surrounding the ousting of Sad-
dam Hussein’s tyrannical regime in Iraq, and 
the inability of the U.N. to enforce its own Se-
curity Council resolutions, has renewed ques-
tions of the legitimacy of this body, as well as 
the necessity and level of U.S. participation in 
its funding and daily activities. 

I would also like to note that I have cospon-
sored a number of pieces of legislation in the 
House of Representatives, which, I believe, 
address these questions more thoroughly. 
While I do not object to the U.N.’s founding 
objectives of peace through positive discus-
sions and diplomacy, the organization has 
clearly failed in this charter mission. As it cur-
rently exists, the United Nations merely pro-
vides a weighted platform to non-democratic 
and anti-American nations. Perhaps a more 
constructive and strategically important ave-
nue would be to pursue an entirely new fed-
eration of nations, limiting voting membership 
to democratic countries that share our values 
and goals. 

For these reasons, I have cosponsored H.R. 
1146, introduced by Representative RON PAUL 
(R–TX), which calls on the U.S. to withdraw 
from the United Nations entirely. I have also 
cosponsored two related bills, which would im-
pact our involvement in the U.N. in lesser 
ways. H.R. 800 would provide for the with-
holding of United States contributions to any 
U.N. commission, organization, or affiliated 
agency that is chaired or presided over by a 
country that has repeatedly provided support 
for acts of international terrorism. H. Con. Res. 
116 takes this bill a step further, issuing a 
sense of Congress that the United States 
should withhold all payments to the U.N. until 
its bylaws are amended to prevent countries 
whose leaders are not democratically elected 
from holding a position of authority within the 
U.N.
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MEDICARE ADVISORY COMMISSION 

HON. PETER DEUTSCH 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 17, 2003

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
submit into the RECORD a letter from the Medi-

care Payment Advisory Commission, 
MEDPAC, to the Administrator of the Centers 
for Medicare and Medicaid Services Adminis-
trator regarding CMS’s proposed rule entitled 
Medicare Program; Inpatient Rehabilitation Fa-
cility Prospective Payment System for FY 
2004; Proposed Rule, 68 Fed. Reg. 26786 
(May 16, 2003). This letter calls upon CMS to 
construct a fair rule that allows Medicare 
beneficiaries to receive appropriate rehabilita-
tion services. To achieve this goal, in effect, 
MEDPAC recommends a revision to the ten 
diagnoses—conceived twenty years ago in 
1983—in an effort to better characterize to-
day’s patient population. 

Based on my concern for the critical need of 
my constituents in Florida to continue to have 
access to inpatient rehabilitation facilities, I 
rise to express my support for MEDPAC’s rec-
ommendation and feel that a modernization of 
the ‘‘75 percent rule’’ to include 20 of the 21 
rehabilitation inpatient categories, all except 
miscellaneous, is necessary. 

Under CMS’s proposed rule, 86 percent of 
Intensive Rehabilitation Facilities would be ex-
clude from reimbursement. If promulgated, this 
rule would place an increased burden on 
acute care hospitals. Patients with serious 
conditions such as stroke, brain injury, hip 
fracture, as well as those individual recovering 
from cardiac surgery, oncology surgery and 
severe pulmonary conditions could potentially 
be denied access to critically needed rehabili-
tative care. It is my sincere hope that CMS will 
take into account MEDPAC’s recent rec-
ommendations on this matter.

MEDICARE PAYMENT ADVISORY 
COMMISISON 

Washington, DC, July 7, 2003. 
Re: File code CMS–1474–P

THOMAS SCULLY, Administrator, Centers for 
Medicare & Medicaid Services Department 
of Health and Human Services, Hubert H. 
Humphrey Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SCULLY: The Medicare Payment 
Advisory Commission (MedPAC) welcomes 
the opportunity to comment on the Centers 
for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS) pro-
posed rule entitled Medicare Program; Inpa-
tient Rehabilitation Facility Prospective 
Payment System for FY 2004; Proposed Rule, 
68 Fed. Reg. 26786 (May 16, 2003). We appre-
ciate your staff’s careful work on this pro-
spective payment system, particularly con-
sidering the competing demands on the agen-
cy. 

Inpatient rehabilitation facilities (IRFs) 
are one of several settings that provide Medi-
care patients with rehabilitation services. 
Medicare also covers rehabilitation services 
in skilled nursing facilities, long-term care 
hospitals, at home from home health agen-
cies, and on an outpatient basis (e.g., from a 
hospital outpatient department). Medicare 
generally varies its payments based on the 
setting and type of services. 

CMS’s criteria to distinguish IRFs from 
acute care hospitals and other settings for 
payment purposes require IRFs to: 

Have provider agreements to participate in 
Medicare as a hospital. 

Determine whether patients are likely to 
benefit significantly from intensive inpa-
tient hospital programs or assessments by 
preadmission screening. 

Ensure that patients receive close medical 
supervision and furnish rehabilitation nurs-
ing, physical therapy, occupational therapy, 
speech therapy, social or psychological serv-
ices, and orthotic and prosthetic services.

Have full-time medical directors experi-
enced in medical management of inpatients 
requiring rehabilitation. 
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